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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which fonns the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1 , 2, 4-8, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hoeft et al.(U.S. Patent 6,551 ,691 ) in view of Thomas(U.S. Patent 
3.650.882). 

Hoeft et al. discloses forming a multi-ply web by pressing two webs(2,4) together 
at raised locations, applying adhesive to the outside of one of the webs at spaced 
locations using a patterned adhesive roller, applying a third web(3) to the first two. and 
bonding all three together via the adhesive at the raised location the first two webs are 
contacting at.(Figure 2; Col. 7. II. 60-64) The reference does not disclose applying 
adhesive to one of the first two webs to join them together prior to application of the 
third web, though it does indicate that adhesive can be applied to both sides of the 
center web to bond the laminate together rather than using one adhesive roller.(Col. 8, 
II. 8-10) Thomas discloses fonning a multi-layer laminate by applying adhesive to two 
webs and then joining all three webs together so the adhesive droplets are opposite 
each other.(Figure 7) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to provide an additional patterned adhesive applicator in 
Hoeft et al. to bond the first two webs(2,4) together before they contact the third web(3) 
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since IHoeft et al. indicates that adhesive can be applied to both sides of the center web 
to bond all three layers together indicating the use of multiple glue application 
locations(Col. 8, II. 8-10) and since Thomas discloses how adhesive can be applied to 
two different webs to both three webs together showing this is an obvious alternative in 
the art.(Figures 1 and 7) Since the modification of Hoefl et al. still fomns the same final 
product, one in the art would understand that the adhesive from the two adhesive 
applicators would be aligned. 

Regarding claim 2, Hoeft et al. discloses only one lamination roller(22) after the 
second glue transfer roll since roll (20) is not a lamination roller. 

Regarding claim 5,Hoeft et al. discloses that webs 2 and 3 are patterned in a 
three-dimensional pattern prior to lamination.(Figure 2) 

Regarding claim 6, substantially all the adhesive sites on the third web are lined 
up with those of the joining the first and second webs since Hoeft et al. discloses 
bonding the webs together only at the points where all three webs contact each 
other.(Figure 1 ) 

Regarding claims 7 and 8, these appear to be well-known and conventional 
ranges for the size of the adhesive drop and the number of adhesive locations, and it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the Invention was 
made to use any well-known and conventional ranges for the size of the adhesive drops 
and the number of drops in an area since they are well-known and conventional. It is 
noted that the upper range for the size of the drops is over 1 centimeter across, clearly 
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encompassing the well-known drop sizes of multi-layer webs since such conventional 
materials rarely have drop sizes that large. 

3. Claim 3 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
references as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Kudo et al.(U.S. Patent 
6,802,932). 

The references cited above do not disclose a lamination roller being associated 
with each adhesive transfer roller. Kudo et al. discloses that when bonding multiple 
layers together, it is known in the art to apply the adhesive to a layer, laminate another 
layer to it, and then apply adhesive to the combination and laminate all the layers 
together.(Figure 3) It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to include a lamination roller after the adhesive application 
in the combination of Hoeft et al. and Thomas since it is known in the art to laminate 
layers together using a lamination roller after each layer is added as shown for example 
by Kudo et al.(Figure 3) 

4. Claim 12 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
references as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Schulz(U.S. Patent 
4,325,768). 

The references cited above do not disclose an additional embossing step after 
lamination of the embossed webs of Hoeft et al. Schuiz discloses embossing a multi- 
layer embossed laminate after lamination of the webs.(Figure 1) This lamination 
improves softness since it combines closely spaced embossments like those of Hoeft et 
al. with less closely spaced spot embossments.(Col. 1 , II. 51-56) It would have been 
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obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to emboss 
the multi-layer web after lamination since this would combine the closely spaced 
embossments of Hoeft et al. and Thomas with relatively large further apart 
embossments improving the softness and bu\k of the web.(Col. 1, II. 51-56) 
5. Claims 1 , 4-, 5, 7-10, and 29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Laurent(U.S. Patent 5,736,223) in view of Hoeft et al. 

Laurent discloses applying glue(E1 ) to a first web(1 ), bringing the first web into 
contact with a second web(2), applying glue(E2) to a third web(3), and bringing the third 
web into contact with the combined first and second webs so that the glue sites are 
aligned.(Figure 2) The reference does not disclose applying the adhesive to the 
combined first and second web rather than to the third web. However, this is an 
obvious alternative to applying it to the third web since it is well-known and conventional 
in the bonding arts that adhesive can be applied to either of the two materials being 
joined. The reference also does not disclose using patterned adhesive applicators. 
Hoeft et al. discloses that when making the same type of materials as Laurent, it is 
known to use a patterned adhesive applicator to that adhesive can be applied to only 
part of the raised regions to improve product flexibility.(Col. 7, II. 60-65) It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
apply the adhesive to the combined first and second webs rather than to the third web 
since it Is well-known and conventional in the bonding arts that the adhesive can be 
applied to either of the two materials being joined and therefore is an obvious alternative 
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to applying it to the third web and to use patterned adhesive applicators since Hoeft et 
al. discloses this can improve product flexibility.(Col. 7, II. 60-65) 

Regarding claim 5, Laurent discloses that webs 2 and 3 are pattemed in a three- 
dimensional pattern prior to lamination. (Figure 2) 

Regarding claims 7 and 8, these appear to be well-known and conventional 
ranges for the size of the adhesive drop and the number of adhesive locations, and it 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to use any well-known and conventional ranges for the size of the adhesive drops 
and the number of drops in an area since they are well-known and conventional. It Is 
noted that the upper range for the size of the drops is over 1 centimeter across, clearly 
encompassing the well-known drop sizes of multi-layer webs since such conventional 
materials rarely have drop sizes that large. 

Regarding claim 9, since the adhesive can be applied to only part of the 
embossed pattern and that this improves flexibility, one in the art would appreciate that 
this would suggest the adhesive patterns are not completely aligned as complete 
alignment would not appear to improve flexibility. 

Regarding claim 10. since the glue application is regular(Figure 2), a pattern of 
some sort is fomned. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Applicant's arguments filed 5/9/06 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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It is noted that claim 1 does not require the second glue roll to apply adhesive to 
a third web as applicant indicates on page 2 of the arguments, but rather applies the 
adhesive to either the first or second webs. 

Regarding applicant's argument that Hoeft teaches away from using two 
adhesive applicators, IHoeft suggest applying adhesive to both sides of the central web. 
One reading this would appreciate that since Hoeft does not disclose this adhesive 
application occurs simultaneously, that the two adhesive applications can occur 
sequentially. One in the art reading the reference as a whole would appreciate that the 
adhesive on either side of the center ply could be applied either sequentially or 
simultaneously since the reference is silent as to the order of application. "Although a ' 
reference that teaches away is a significant factor to be considered in determining 
unobviousness, the nature of the teaching is highly relevant, and must be weighed in 
substance."(ln re Gurley (OA FC) 31 USPQ2d 1 130) A teaching that a process is 
comparatively complex is not an absolute teaching against a process. Hoeft suggests 
other reasons the Invention is superior to the prior art including the tip-to-tip bonding of 
the prior art.(Col. 2, II. 54-55) 

Regarding applicant's argument that reconfiguring Hoeft to place an additional 
gluing station adjacent roller 20 would place glue to bond web 3 to web 4, and the first 
adhesive roller already applies adhesive to bond web 3 to web 4, examiner suggested 
that an obvious modification would be to bring the web 4 In above the adhesive rollers 
rather than below and provides an additional glue application station to apply glue to 
either the web(3) on the roller(20) or to the center web(4) would not substantially modify 
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the device since none of the rollers shown in the device would need to be moved. This 
would effectively apply the adhesive from the first adhesive applicator(16) to web 2, so 
that it would bond web 4 to web 2. Only the expected results would be achieved in 
applying the adhesive in two separate steps, before and after joining of two of the webs 
versus applying the adhesive in one step before joining any of the webs. 

Regarding applicant's argument that modifying Hoeft would render it 
unsatisfactory for its intended purpose of using a facility designed for manufacturing a 
conventional two ply paper without requiring substantial changes, Hoeft discloses that a 
conventional device can be modified by spraying adhesive on both sides of the center 
web, clearly suggesting replacing adhesive applicator(15). This in fact would constitute 
a more substantial change than simply providing an additional adhesive applicator and 
re-routing one web(4). The addition of two spraying stations would be a substantial 
change, yet it is clearly also within the scope of the reference. Therefore, the addition of 
one adhesive station and the re-routing of the center web would not appear to be a 
greater change to the device than what is already contemplated by the reference. 

Regarding applicant's argument that Thomas does not teach joining the first and 
second web together and then joining the third to them, Hoeft teaches such though 
Hoeft does not disclose using adhesive to join the first and second webs. 

Regarding applicant's argument that Thomas does not teach the adhesive on 
one side of a web being in alignment with the adhesive on the other side of the web, 
Figure 7 in combination with Figure 1 and Figure 3 clearly show the embossments and 
therefore the adhesive being in alignment. While Figure 7 shows adhesive on only 
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some of the embossments, the reference discloses that the web in Figure 3 is formed 
by the device of Figure 1(Col. 2, II. 10-18, 42-52) and that Figure 7 is a device very 
similar to that of Figure 1 except that adhesive is only applied to some of the 
embossments, indicating that in Figure 1 , it is applied to all of the embossments. 
Thomas shows in Figure 8A that when the adhesive is only between two of the webs, 
only those two webs are bonded. Therefore, in Figure 3 where all the webs are bonded 
together, there would be adhesive between the first and second webs and between the 
second and third webs. Since this is formed by the device of Figure 1 , which is shown 
expanded in Figure 7. one in the art would understand that the glue patterns would be 
substantially aligned to bond all three webs together. 



Allowable Subject Matter 

7. Claim 28 is allowed. 

8. Claim 1 1 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

9. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: regarding claim 1 1 , the prior art of record does not teach or fairly suggest the 
two adhesives being applied having different chemical compositions or physical 
properties. Regarding claim 28, the prior art of record does not teach or fairly suggest 
applying adhesive to unembossed web and joining them together in the order required 
by the claim. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from tlie 
examiner sliould be directed to Barbara J. Musser whose telephone number is (571) 

272- 1222. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday; altemate 
Fridays. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Richard Crispino can be reached on (571)-272-1226. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 

273- 8300. 

Infomnation regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status infomriation for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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